Abstract In this paper, I argue against the claim recently defended by Josh Weisberg that a certain version of the self-representational approach to phenomenal consciousness cannot avoid a set of problems that have plagued higher-order approaches. These problems arise specifically for theories that allow for higherorder misrepresentation or-in the domain of self-representational theories-selfmisrepresentation. In response to Weisberg, I articulate a self-representational theory of phenomenal consciousness according to which it is contingently impossible for self-representations tokened in the context of a conscious mental state to misrepresent their objects. This contingent infallibility allows the theory to both acknowledge the (logical) possibility of self-misrepresentation and avoid the problems of self-misrepresentation. Expanding further on Weisberg's work, I consider and reveal the shortcomings of three other self-representational models-put forward by Kreigel, Van Gulick, and Gennaro-in order to show that each indicates the need for this sort of infallibility. I then argue that contingent infallibility is in principle acceptable on naturalistic grounds only if we attribute (1) a neo-Fregean kind of directly referring, indexical content to self-representational mental states and (2) a certain ontological structure to the complex conscious mental states of which these indexical self-representations are a part. In these sections I draw on ideas from the work of Perry and Kaplan to articulate the context-dependent semantic structure of inner-representational states.
1 Introduction: self-representational and higher-order representational theories of consciousness
The basic thesis of a self-representational approach to consciousness is that a conscious mental state represents both the world and itself. According to such views, all conscious mental states have a two-part representational structure that consists of a world-directed representation and a self-directed representation-what I will call, respectively, an outer-and self-representation. The outer-representation represents some feature of the world external to the mental state of which it is a part; the so-called self-representation, on the other hand, represents either itself or some other part of the comprehensive mental state it helps compose. This kind of view has been motivated by a desire to maintain key features of the higher-order representational approach to consciousness while avoiding what some think are insurmountable difficulties that jeopardize all higher-order models. The basic difference between the higher-order and self-representational approaches to consciousness is that the higher-order representational approaches hold that phenomenally conscious experience is the product of two mental states-not just one, as on the self-representational approach-one of which represents the phenomenal content of the other. Higher-order theories thus hold that there is no need to attribute a complex self-representational structure to conscious states. The virtues of the higher-order approach are many. I here mention only two, each of which many self-representational theorists have sought to preserve in their own theories. First, the higher-order approach provides the means to attain a noneliminative, naturalistic explanation of phenomenal consciousness.
1 According to higher-order models, phenomenal consciousness is the product of the representation of one mental state by another. So, by hypothesis, it seems that the naturalistic theory of mental representation is the key to unlock the mysteries of both intentionality and phenomenal consciousness, grounding both of these phenomena in the natural world. Of course, this colossal step forward in the philosophy of mind is still just a philosopher's reverie; for despite all the efforts of some of our best philosophers of mind, we still have not uncovered an adequate naturalistic metaphysical basis for mental representation.
2 But for those who are still hopeful, this is a very attractive feature of higher-order views.
Second, higher-order theories provide a framework that grounds the intuition that phenomenal consciousness consists in, or at least essentially includes, a consciousness of one's own mental life. 3 This intuition has been shared by many philosophers throughout the centuries, from Aristotle, to Descartes, to Brentano and his student 1 For a discussion of this explanatory method see (Rosenthal 2002 ).
2 For a review of the variety of naturalistic projects and sympathetic discussion of the inadequacies in each see (Loewer 1997) . For a presentation of the problems facing any naturalizing project that attempts to reduce representation to a causal relation, even with added bells and whistles, see Smith (1999) and Bilgrami and Rovane (2005) . 3 Virtually all higher-order and self-representational theorists acknowledge and attempt to explain the intuition of self-awareness. The idea that phenomenal consciousness includes self-awareness has come under attack in work by Dretske (1995 Dretske ( , 2002 , Tye (1995 Tye ( , 2000 , and Thomasson (2000 Thomasson ( , 2005 Thomasson ( , 2006 .
The problems of higher-order misrepresentation
Two problems arise for higher-order representational theories from the possibility of higher-order misrepresentation. On one hand, it seems that the common or traditional notion of phenomenal quality cannot be reconciled with the possibility of misrepresenting the phenomenal qualities of a world-directed or 'outer'-representational state.
9 This is so because, according to the traditional notion of phenomenal quality, having an experience with a blue phenomenal quality entails having a special type of awareness-a 'background' or 'prereflective' awareness 10 -of a blue phenomenal quality, and, conversely, having a prereflective awareness of a blue phenomenal quality entails having that experience. So, according to the traditional notion of phenomenal quality, the existence of a phenomenal quality in a subject's mind and a subject's (prereflective) awareness of that phenomenal quality mutually entail one another. But the possibility of higher-order misrepresentation breaks up this mutual entailment relation in both directions. If a higher-order mental state can misrepresent the phenomenal qualities of the first-order state it is about, then having an experience with a blue phenomenal quality no longer entails that one also has a prereflective awareness of a blue phenomenal quality. And, since the prereflective awareness provided by the higher-order representation could be radically falsidical, having a prereflective awareness of a blue phenomenal quality does not entail that one also has an experience with that quality.
11
The other problem is that the possibility of higher-order misrepresentation puts the explanatory power of higher-order representationalism in jeopardy. As was mentioned, one of the virtues of this theory is that it provides for a reductive/ naturalistic but non-eliminative explanation of phenomenal consciousness in terms of mind-directed representational states. But if it is possible to have an awareness of an experience with blue phenomenal qualities without actually having such an experience tokened in one's mind, then it seems the production of the phenomenal blueness for the subject in such cases would be due to the higher-order mental state alone, and not a representation relation between two mental states. As Alex Byrne says about such cases of higher-order misrepresentation with reference to David Rosenthal's higher-order thought theory of consciousness, 9 See Neander (1998) and Levine (2001, pp. 108, 168) . 10 Brentano calls this special kind of awareness of the phenomenal qualities of an experience ''innerconsciousness'' (Brentano 1995, p. 128) . He describes it as a consciousness ''given alongside'' the consciousness of the object of the world-directed experience. Husserl made this distinction by saying that there is an type of awareness of our mental lives that is part and parcel of ''living through'' an experience, and that this kind of awareness is phenomenologically distinct from a reflective awareness of experience (Husserl 1962 , Sect. 45, 1991 ; see also Zahavi (1998) . Sartre followed suit, and was first to call it ''prereflective'' self-awareness (Sartre 1956, Introduction, Sect. III) . More recently, David W. Smith has isolated this phenomenon in the framework of a self-representational theory of consciousness, calling it ''inner-awareness'' (Smith 1986 (Smith , 1989 (Smith , 2005 . Zahavi has also done much to bring the phenomenological peculiarities of prereflective self-awareness to light for contemporary philosophers of mind (Zahavi 1999 (Zahavi , 2005 . Also see the discussion of the consciousness of consciousness as a part of the background or margin of conscious experience in Gurwitsch (1985a) . 11 For detailed exposition of this problem for higher-order theories, see Neander (1998) and Levine (2001, p. 168) .
the strategy behind the higher-order thought hypothesis…is this. We start with an account of mental states that does not presuppose that they are conscious. We say that a mental state is to have (underived) intentionality or sensory properties (or both)…. We then say that to be a conscious mental state is to be the object of another mental state…. And if this is correct, then we have shown how to construct all conscious states from entirely nonconscious building blocks. The present problem is that if the higher-order thought hypothesis is true, higher-order thoughts that one is in a sensory state, and which occur in the right way, must be alone sufficient for phenomenal consciousness. (Byrne 1997, p. 122) The same consequence follows for any other higher-order representation theory that acknowledges the possibility of higher-order misrepresentation, and this renders them incompatible with the reductive explanatory strategy they seek to employ.
The higher-order representational theorist could avoid the first problemconcerning the incompatibility of higher-order misrepresentation and the traditional notion of phenomenal quality-by stipulating that he is working with a new concept of 'phenomenal quality'; to wit, one according to which a mutual entailment relation between having experiences with phenomenal qualities and (prereflective) awareness of these phenomenal qualities does not obtain. 12 To go this way, however, is really only to give up on the task of trying to construct a representational theory of consciousness that provides an account of the traditional notion of phenomenal quality while trying to placate concerns about this strategy by calling both the new and old concepts by the same name-a strategy that to my mind has become unacceptably common in the treatment of many traditional issues in the philosophy of mind.
13 Moreover, regardless of whether the employment of new versions of traditional concepts is itself warranted in certain cases it seems that any theory of phenomenal consciousness that can carry out a reductive but non-eliminative explanation of the traditional notion of phenomenal quality would be a more parsimonious option than any theory that must resort to revisions.
12 See Rosenthal (1991) for such an account. 13 For more on this strategy, especially in the literature on consciousness, see the discussion of what Galen Strawson calls ''looking glassing'' a concept-i.e., the act of surreptitiously trading the traditional meaning of a term for one that is nonsensically out of sync with its traditional usage-in Strawson (2005) . 14 These problems, as they are for self-representational theories in particular, were first brought to my attention by Weisberg (2008) . In that article he calls them the ''problems of phenomenal intimacy.'' Phenomenal consciousness 365
I will also examine how these theories bring the logical structure they attribute to self-representation together with the ontological structure of conscious mental states. I examine this because an understanding of misrepresentation necessarily involves an understanding of both the logical structure of the (mis)representation and the ontological structure of the context and object of representation. So a theory of consciousness cannot provide answers to the problems of self-misrepresentation without at least tacitly assuming models of the logical structure of 'self'-directed representations and the ontological structure of conscious mental states. My conclusion in this regard is that the three models do not provide adequate answers to the problems of self misrepresentation because they do not delve deeply enough into these two matters.
In a recent article, Uriah Kriegel has brought the importance of the ontological structure of conscious acts to the fore. In this article, he presents a critical overview of many of the ontological models of conscious mental states presented or at least implicitly assumed in much of the recent literature. Of those he reviews, the ontological model that Kriegel finds the most plausible is
e is a (proper) part of M, (iii) M* is a representation of M e , and (iv) M is a complex of M* and M e . (Kriegel 2006, p. 151) A complex is a kind of mereological whole, which Kriegel distinguishes from mereological sums in the following way:
A complex is a sum whose parts are essentially interconnected, or bound, in a certain way. The interconnection between these parts is an existence condition of a complex, but not of a sum. Thus, a molecule is a complex of atoms rather than a sum of atoms, since for the atoms to constitute a molecule they must be interconnected in a certain way. So whereas for a sum to go out of existence, it is necessary that one of its parts go out of existence, this is not the case with a complex. A complex can go out of existence even when its parts persist, provided that the relationship or connection among them is destroyed. (Kriegel 2006, p. 150) Thus in order for two mental states to compose a complex mental state, they must share some special relation R to one another, and R ''must be (i) an existence (and identity) condition of the whole, but (ii) neither an existence condition nor an identity condition on any of the parts'' (Kriegel 2006, p. 152) .
In other words, the ontological structure of a conscious mental state according to Kriegel's SOMT 10 is such that the self-representational mental state and the outerrepresentational mental state are ontologically independent of one another-i.e., they can each exist without the other-but the conscious mental state M, which they compose, is ontologically one-sidedly dependent 15 on its constituent parts-i.e., it is necessary that the conscious mental state M cannot exist without its constituent parts and the special relation R that these parts contingently share. A conscious mental state with the ontological structure of Kreigel's SOMT 10 is such that a certain kind of self-misrepresentation is rendered impossible; specifically, it is not possible for a self-representation to represent a first-order mental state that actually does not exist at all. For the existence of some other mental state is guaranteed by the ontological structure of the contexts in which selfrepresentations are tokened. But there is nothing in this ontological structure to prevent a self-representation's misrepresenting some or even all of an outerrepresentation's phenomenal properties. 16 Now, I argue, following Weisberg (2008, pp. 167-168) , that even the possibility of non-empty or partial self-misrepresentation, like that which Kriegel's model allows, makes a self-representational model of phenomenal consciousness such that it still falls victim to certain debilitating problems. As Weisberg points out, this possibility poses a problem for the theory's compatibility with the traditional notion of phenomenal quality that is much like the incompatibility between the higherorder theory and the traditional notion of phenomenal quality discussed above. According to the traditional notion, the role of phenomenal quality in the 'division of labor' associated with producing phenomenally conscious experience is to determine what the experienced phenomenal content is.
17 But Kriegel's model of phenomenal consciousness does not accommodate this conception of the role of phenomenal quality in the production of phenomenally conscious experience. For the what of the phenomenal content experienced by the subject is determined (at least in the case of the misrepresented properties) by the content of the selfrepresentation alone, and the 'represented' phenomenal qualities of the outerrepresentation are left idle.
Moreover, this possibility of self-misrepresentation is also inconsistent with Kreigel's basic explanatory strategy. Just as on the naturalistic higher-order representational approach, the basic idea of naturalistic self-representationalism is to provide a reductive but non-eliminative explanation of phenomenal consciousness in terms of self-representation relations. But here again we see the representational relation between the self-representation and the outer-representation left idle in the explanation of what determines the experienced phenomenal content.
Could this self-representational model be saved if we were to beef up the ontological constraints on conscious mental states so that whenever a mental state is incorporated into a complex whole with the structure of Kriegel's SOMT 10 , then it is ipso facto phenomenally conscious? Such a view is defended by Robert Van Gulick (2001, 2004, 2006) . According to Van Gulick's model, transforming a nonconscious mental state into a conscious one is a process of recruiting it into a globally integrated complex whose organization and intentional content embodies a heightened degree of reflexive self-awareness. The meta-intentional content, on the HOGS model, is realized not by a distinct and separate external meta-state but rather by the organization of the complex global state itself, and the object state is a component of the global state into which it has been recruited. (Van Gulick 2006, p. 24 
italics in original)
In other words, a mental state M* is made conscious simply by being integrated into another mental state M that has the ontological structure outlined in Kriegel's SOMT 10 . The primacy of the integration process in the production of phenomenal consciousness is the main point of contrast with the models presented by Kriegel (2003b Kriegel ( , 2005 Kriegel ( , 2006 in which phenomenal consciousness is considered to be due primarily to self-representation and only secondarily to the ontological structure of the mental states in which self-representations are tokened.
What is not clear, however, is that Van Gulick's model actually helps provide any answers to the problems of self-misrepresentation. One could interpret Van Gulick's position as saying that phenomenal consciousness is the product of the integration process alone. But, on this interpretation, Van Gulick's model attempts to avoid the problems of self-misrepresentation by abandoning the basic explanatory strategy of explaining phenomenal consciousness in terms of representation. Now, of course, this explanatory strategy is not required for a self-representational theory; all a self-representational theory needs to acknowledge is that conscious mental states necessarily have self-directed representational contents. But, I argue, dropping this explanatory strategy also renders Van Gulick's model implausible. According to the higher-order global state model, the marks of a member of a globally integrated complex mental state are that it has a high degree of global integration or what Daniel Dennett calls 'cerebral celebrity'. The more globally integrated a state is, the more its contents are connected with the contents of other mental states, and so the more accessible these contents are to other mental subsystems. Thus higher degrees of global integration make mental states ''more widely and powerfully influential within the minds in which they occur'' and so ''typically able to have more effect on the overall system's evolving mental state and the organism's behavior' ' (Van Gulick 2006, p. 24) . However, it is not clear that a mental state with a high degree of integration into a globally integrated complex mental state thereby qualifies as a phenomenally conscious experience.
Weisberg asks us to consider a case of an unconscious state of jealousy-i.e., a state we are not aware of having at all, in any way-that causes us to act rudely: (Weisberg 2008, pp. 177-178) It could be contested, of course, that we do in fact have phenomenal awareness of such a mental state, even though we do not have a cognitive awareness of it, to wit, that we experience the jealousy even though we do not recognize it as such. But this distinction between phenomenally experiencing a mental state and recognizing the state as such would still not help clear up the questions of whether, say, visual stimuli delivered under masked priming, subliminal visual and aural stimuli, or chronic pain (that a subject does not always report being aware of), which are all, it seems, globally accessible in Van Gulick's sense, are also phenomenally conscious experiences.
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In light of these problems, one might be tempted to interpret Van Gulick's position as one that employs the representational explanatory strategy, saying that phenomenal consciousness is not a product of the integration process alone, but rather a product of the reflexive self-awareness that is an essential part of a higherorder global state. On this view, there would be two kinds of reflexive selfawareness found in conscious mental states: those that play a role in the production of phenomenal consciousness and those that don't (they merely function as higherorder representations-be they conscious or non-conscious-of other mental states). This would help Van Gulick answer the question of which globally integrated mental states are conscious-the conscious mental states would be those that include a conscious-making type of reflexive self-awareness-but it would not help provide answers to the problems of self-misrepresentation.
To my knowledge, Van Gulick says nothing about the nature of reflexive selfawareness that would be of any help in this regard except that the ontological structure of conscious mental states rules out the possibility of a ''problematic mismatch'' between the self-representation and its object state (Van Gulick 2006, p. 38) . But Van Gulick does not explain what the differences are between problematic and non-problematic mismatches, and he does not explain how selfrepresentations can avoid partial self-misrepresentation. So, even though Van Gulick's model has the resources to avoid empty self-misrepresentation (in virtue of the fact that globally integrated complex states have the ontological structure articulated in Kriegel's SOMT 10 ), it seems at the very least to suffer from the same problems found in Kriegel's model; namely, the problems that arise from the possibility of partial self-misrepresentation. For, if Van Gulick's model can avoid these problems, he offers no explanation of how this is so.
Gennaro's wide-intrinsicality view adopts the same ontological view of conscious mental states as that found in Kriegel's SOMT 10 , 19 but it attempts to avoid the problems of self-misrepresentation by stipulating that self-representation-what he calls an unconscious metapsychological thought-is infallible (Gennaro 2004 (Gennaro , pp. 58-62, 2006 . Now, setting aside the differences from Kriegel's and Van Gulick's views that arise as a result of Gennaro's insistence that the 'self'-directed representational state is a higher-order thought, it seems to 18 Weisberg mentions these cases as well at Weisberg (2008, p. 178) . 19 This is contrary to what Kriegel says about Gennaro's ontology of conscious mental states at Kriegel (2006, p. 150) . See Gennaro's description of his own view in response to Kreigel at Gennaro (2006, pp. 222, 238-240) .
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me that Gennaro's idea that self-representation is infallible is a step in the right direction. And Gennaro's insistence that self-representations are unproblematically infallible is also rightly adopted on the basis of a distinction between the infallibility of pre-reflective self-representations and the fallibility of reflective or introspective self-representations. Gennaro writes concerning this, it is possible to separate the higher-order (complex) conscious state from its target mental state in cases of introspection…. This is as it should be and does indeed allow for the possibility of error and misrepresentation. But these observations alone are deeply unsatisfactory as answers to the problems of self-misrepresentation raised above. For what is needed is an explanation of why self-representations are infallible that does not make selfrepresentations radically different in kind from outer-directed representations. He does indicate that the ''pinning'' of higher-order or, as I would prefer it, selfrepresentational content to the relevant world-directs state is carried out by means of a demonstrative content (Gennaro 2006, pp. 58-59) . I agree with this and I will spell out a view based on this insight later in this essay. But what is still lacking here is the same as what is lacking in the other two models I've considered in this section: a mind to presenting a self-representational model of consciousness that shows how the integration of the ontological structure of conscious mental states and the logical structure of self-representations provides answers to the entire range of problems of self-misrepresentation. Any representational model of consciousnessbe it higher-order or self-representational-that leaves this vital point out of account will not have the resources to provide adequate answers to the problems of self-misrepresentation.
The inadequacies of descriptive and Russellian self-representational models of representational content
The arguments in the previous section demonstrate that a self-representational theory that can adequately answer the problems of self-misrepresentation must be one that articulates a logical structure of self-representation and an ontological structure of conscious mental states, each of which works in concert with the other to bring about the required infallibility of self-representation. The required infallibility must meet two conditions: first it must preclude the possibility of both empty and partial self-misrepresentation; second, it must not be due to the logical structure of self-representation alone -there must be some significant role for the ontological structure of conscious mental acts to play in the production of infallibility.
The reasons behind the first condition are clear from the considerations of the previous section: if a theory acknowledges the possibility of even partial selfmisrepresentation, this creates problems of consistency with the traditional notion of phenomenal qualities and problems carrying out the reductive explanatory strategy. The reasons for the second stem from the desire for the theory to be naturalizable. If the reductive explanatory strategy is to be successful from a naturalistic point of view, it must utilize representational structures that are of the same type as those that are thought to be possibly naturalizable themselves. And the most direct route to that goal is to draw on those representational structures that are already considered likely to submit to a naturalistic analysis.
All naturalistic models of representation advanced to date have sought to account for misrepresentation by casting the veridicality of an individual mental representation as a contingent property of mental representations.
20 Intentional representations have an essential normative property of truth-directedness and any acceptable account of representation will have to provide an explanation of this property. So since the relations between representations and their objects are only natural/causal relations on the naturalistic view, these relations must be contingent. So if the infallibility of self-representation is to be consistent with a naturalistic foundation, it must be case that self-misrepresentation is a logical possibility-to wit, it must be such that, in some possible world, the self-representation misrepresents the object mental state tokened along with it in the context of a complex conscious mental state-but, in the context of this world, misrepresentation is impossible. In other words, self-representations must be only contingently infallible, i.e., it must be metaphysically possible, but (in this world) contingently impossible, for a self-representation to misrepresent its object.
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So what kind of representation could do this job? In this section, I will consider and reject three kinds of logical structure that are found amongst referring representations: in particular, the logical structure of non-definite descriptions, definite descriptions, and Russellian direct representations. I will articulate and defend the adequacy of what I call neo-Fregean direct representation for our purposes here in the next section.
It seems obvious that non-definite descriptions could not possibly do what we need. For we need a kind of representation that veridically represents the 20 See, for example, Dretske (1995, Chap. 1) and Millikan (1984, pp. 85-94) , and Fodor's criticism of the ''Crude Causal Theory'' of mental representation at Fodor (1987, pp. 99-102) . 21 The distinction I draw here parallels Chalmers's distinction between logical and natural supervenience at Chalmers (1996, pp. 34-38) . There he writes, ''B-properties supervene logically on A-properties if no two logically possible situations are identical with respect to their A-properties but distinct with respect to their B-properties'' (p. 35). In other words, if A-properties logically supervene on B-properties, then, in any logically possible (i.e., logically coherent) world, if B-properties exist, then A-properties exist. Contrast this with natural supervenience, which Chalmers defines as follows: ''In general, B-properties supervene naturally on A-properties if any two naturally possible situations with the same A-properties have the same B-properties'' (p. 36). A naturally possible situation is ''one that could actually occur in nature, without violating any natural laws'' (p. 36). With this distinction in hand, I can express my point in this paragraph by saying that the infallibility of self-representation supervenes naturally, but not logically, on the structure and context of self-representations. For only then can we accept the ostensibly paradoxical thesis that it is both (logically) possible for representations to misrepresent and (naturally) impossible for (a certain sort of) self-representations to misrepresent.
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phenomenal qualities of a particular outer-representation or set of outer-representations tokened along with it in the context of a conscious mental state. Non-definite descriptions, however, represent indiscriminately in this regard. They represent objects by representing properties of objects. So any object that has the properties that satisfy the truth-conditions of the non-definite description is thereby represented by the non-definite description, regardless of the time or place at which the object exists (and, if you are inclined towards Meinongian ways of viewing the universe of objects, regardless of whether the object exists or not). Definite descriptions, on the other hand, single out only one object, but they are still inadequate because they too represent their objects indiscriminately. Like nondefinite descriptions, definite descriptions refer to their object or set of objects by means of representing properties of objects; but, unlike non-definite descriptions, they (when successful) refer to only one object of set of objects by representing a set of properties that belongs exclusively to that one object or set of objects. The inadequacy for our purposes, however, is that self-representations with definitely descriptive content do not have the resources to differentiate between the phenomenal qualities of outer-representations that now exist in this very conscious mental state and those that exist at other places and times (or, if one is so inclined, do not exist at all). For example, it is possible for a definitely descriptive selfrepresentation M* to refer to another mental state M e by means of representing a set of properties that only M e possesses while M* is tokened in the context of a complex mental state along with a mental state M8, which is distinct from M e . Thus the same problem arises with definite descriptive content as was encountered with non-definite descriptive content; namely, definitely descriptive self-representations do not reliably represent the mental state or set of mental states tokened along with it in the context of a complex conscious mental state.
Another option for self-representation is the logical structure of directly referring representation. Unlike descriptive representations, direct representations do not refer to objects by means of representing properties of the objects; rather they refer directly to the objects themselves. There are two models of the logical structure of directly referring representations. According to one, the representational content of the directly referring representation is identical to the object it represents. This is what I call the Russellian model of directly referring representations. According to the other, the directly referring representational content and the object the representation refers to are distinct. This is what I call the neo-Fregean model.
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The Russellian model has received the loin's share of support and critical attention in the recent literature; its two most prominent proponents are John Perry (1977) and David Kaplan (1989) . The neo-Fregean model, however, has received comparatively little attention amongst analytic philosophers (in fact, many today do not seem to realize that there are two models of direct reference to choose from here), but it has had a host of capable supporters in the history of 20th century philosophy, the earliest of which are outside the canon of analytic philosophy: Husserl and Gurwitsch amongst others in the phenomenological tradition, 23 Evans (2003) and Smith (1989, Chap. 5) in the recent analytic literature.
My argument for the inadequacy of the Russellian model hinges on the requirement that the infallibility of self-representations have the specific modal status discussed above: that it be metaphysically possible but contingently impossible for selfrepresentations to misrepresent their objects. Russellian direct self-representation is not able to procure this status due to the identity of its representational content and its object. Given the identity of content and object, a mismatch between the content and object of a direct representation is logically impossible. For if there is a selfrepresentation with no object, by Leibniz's Law, the representation will also lack representational content. And if the object mental state of the self-representation has green phenomenal properties, by Leibniz's Law, the content of the self-representation must be of a mental state with green phenomenal properties. The logical structure of Russellian self-representation excludes the possibility of a self-representation that represents a phenomenally green mental state that actually doesn't exist or that is actually phenomenally red. Thus, if Russellian self-representation is infallible, it is metaphysically necessary that it represent veridically. Now, even though the Russellian theorist could not account for the contingent infallibility of self-representation, he could still account for the contingency of the fact that self-representations have a particular content. He could say, for example, that a particular self-representational state M* only contingently represents the set of phenomenal properties P belonging to an outer-representational state M e in this world, for the counterpart of M* at some other world represents another set of phenomenal properties or is empty. With this, we seem to have room to account for the intuition that our phenomenally conscious experiences are only contingently the way they are, for my counterpart in some other world may have only empty selfrepresentations or his self-representations may represent outwardly directed mental states with altogether different phenomenal properties.
And perhaps this is all the contingency we need built into our theory. The decisive question here, however, is whether such an account of self-representation is amenable to a naturalistic analysis of representation in general. The basic idea of providing a naturalistic basis for representation is to tell a story of how representational relations are built on a metaphysical foundation of natural relations between the mind-brain and its surrounding world. Therefore, the only way that the Russellian model of selfrepresentation could be considered unproblematically naturalizable is if one also accepts the controversial idea that the natural relations grounding representations in this world-such as, for example, causal relations-are not contingent, but rather metaphysically necessary relations. 24 This way the metaphysical necessity of the infallibility of self-representation on the Russellian model could be accounted for in terms of the metaphysical necessity of the natural relations that ground it.
The consistency of the neo-Fregean view of self-representation with naturalism, however, is achievable without recourse to this or any other more controversial 23 See Smith (1982) for a presentation of Husserl's theory; and see Gurwitsch (1985b) for Gurwitsch's discussion. 24 For a defense of such a view see Shoemaker (1998) and Zimmerman (2000) .
Phenomenal consciousness 373
theses, as I will demonstrate in the course of the next two sections. And so, without compelling reasons to accept the truth of necessitarianism about natural relations (or, at least, about the set of natural relations that ground mental representation), it seems that a demonstration of the compatibility of the neo-Fregean model of selfrepresentation with the claim that self-representations are only contingently infallible would render the neo-Fregean model the more plausible of the two.
Indexical neo-Fregean self-representation
The basic idea of the neo-Fregean view of representation in general has two parts: one is that the content of representation (sense) is distinct from the object of representation (reference); the other is that representational content bestows a special normative status on representations that renders them either veridical or falsidical. Now one may think that the non-identity of content and object itself renders neoFregeanism incompatible with the project of naturalizing mental representation. Such an attitude is supported by a suspicion that neo-Fregean contents can only be understood as 'spooky', third-realm, Platonic entities-entities that are indeed incompatible with an austere naturalistic metaphysics of mind. But such a view of content is not required, and other naturalistically compatible views of neo-Fregean intentional content have been given. For example, there is Searle's property dualistic view according to which intentionality is an irreducible property of brain states (Searle 1983 , Chap. 10, 1994 ; and there is the dual-aspect monism of David W. Smith according to which intentional mental states and brain states are two aspects of the same substance (Smith 1995) . According to each of these views, intentional mental representation is a natural phenomenon, but this natural phenomenon is not reducible to a causal relation of some sort. It is still natural; it is just not causal. And while intentional content is still understood as abstract or Platonic on these two views, the relation of abstract content to concrete intentional brain states is one of type to token, a kind of relation that is not in itself problematic from a naturalistic point of view.
Another source of opposition to neo-Fregeanism is the externalist view of mental content. And, indeed, there is a genuine incompatibility here. The externalist's project is to understand linguistic meaning and mental representation without recourse to abstract Fregean senses or 'internal' intentional contents of any kind; and there is a natural compatibility and consonance between the semantic project of externalism and the metaphysical project of naturalism. But, as the two views referenced in the previous paragraph indicate, it is not required that a naturalist also be an externalist. They show that there can be neo-Fregean naturalists, that one can coherently think that a natural mind can have intensional components. However, this lack of a logical incompatibility between naturalism and neo-Fregeanism does not mean that reconciling neo-Fregeanism to naturalism is unproblematic. The basic, as yet unresolved, obstacle to such a reconciliation is to provide an adequate naturalistic basis for the peculiar normativity of representational content. 25 And insofar as this is still lacking, it will be at least unclear whether neo-Fregean intentionality is amenable to naturalism. But this is a problem facing naturalism as such, not just neo-Fregean naturalism. So it is not a problem that places only neoFregean naturalism on shaky ground. Putting to a side for now these complexities that arise in bringing neoFregeanism and naturalism together, I will show that the neo-Fregean model of selfawareness has no obvious incompatibilities with naturalism, and that this gives prima facie reason for thinking that the neo-Fregean model of self-awareness is the appropriate model for use in a naturalistic self-representational theory of phenomenal consciousness.
According to the neo-Fregean account, the content of self-representation is distinct from the object of self-representation and the content of self-representation has a two-dimensional structure, much like that which Kaplan and Perry attribute to the logical structure of indexical utterances, except that the neo-Fregean rejects the identification of content and object that these two have built into their models. Thus it seems apt to say that neo-Fregean self-representation is a species of indexical representation. (Perry 1977 , pp. 475-477, Kaplan 1989 ). Kaplan characterizes the meaning or content of a sentence as a function of the meaning of its parts (Kaplan 1989, p. 507) . The meaning or content of the parts of an indexical sentence, on the other hand, are either the meaning of the logical constants, the meanings of the descriptive elements, or, where the sentential element is a directly referring expression, the object itself (per his Russellian view of representational content).
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The neo-Fregean view of direct representation, on the other hand, departs from the Kaplan-Perry line insofar as the Kaplanesque content, meaning, or sense (as opposed to the character) is distinct from the object of representation. So the meaning or sense of the sentence ''I am my father's first son'' consists of a direct representation of the person uttering the sentence (not the speaker herself), the meaning of the logical connective (predication), and the descriptive content predicated of the speaker.
The character of an indexical representation (as opposed to the content or sense element), on the other hand, ''provides a rule which determines the referent in terms of certain aspects of the context'' (Kaplan 1989, p. 490) ; or, as Kaplan expresses it elsewhere, an indexical representation's character is a function from contexts of use to contents (Kaplan 1989, pp. 505-507) . So, in the case of the sentence ''I am my father's first son'', the character of the indexical term 'I' can be formulated as: 26 This thesis has also been articulated and defended at length in Smith (1989 Smith ( , 2005 . 27 Or, more strictly expressed, the content of a directly referring term is a function from circumstances of evaluation to extensions (Kaplan 1989, pp. 500-505) .
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'I' refers to its speaker or writer.
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These two aspects of an indexical representation's content are distinct, but they work in concert with one another. An indexical representation requires a character in order to attain a determinate meaning or sense. For an indexical representation only represents some object or state of affairs directly by means of a semantical dependence on the context in which it is tokened. And so, unlike some representations, whose reference does not change with context (like names), the meaning of two type-identical indexical representations can be different, due to differences in their respective contexts. For example, the meaning of the sentence, ''I am blue'', uttered by Jones, is different from the meaning of that same sentence, uttered by Smith. It is the same sentence (type) with the same character, but when uttered in different contexts, they have different meanings. Now, after a token indexical utterance obtains a content-i.e., after it has been appropriately deployed in a context in such a way that the utterances's character determines a representational content-it maintains this content when evaluated in different circumstances or, as Kaplan expresses it, in different possible worlds or ''actual and counterfactual situations with respect to which it is appropriate to ask for the extensions of a given well-formed expression'' (Kaplan 1989, p. 502) . This distinction is a handy one because it gives us a way to articulate the truth-conditions of an indexical representation. Given a certain indexical content x of the term 'I' in the sentence ''I am my father's first son'', we can determine the extension of this sentence in some other circumstance-say, a circumstance in which x has an older brother-and thereby determine whether the sentence's truth conditions are satisfied with respect to that circumstance. So, the extension of Jones's indexical utterance ''I am my father's first son'' is, let's say, a state of affairs that satisfies the sentence's representational content, rendering that sentence true-a state of affairs, in which the entity Jones is James's first son (James is Jones's father's first name). But in a world in which Jones has an older brother, Smith, the extension of the indexical sentence is rather a state of affairs that renders the indexical utterance false, a state of affairs that does not satisfy the sentence's truth-conditions. The content of the indexical term 'I' is the same in both circumstances, but, due to the differences between the two circumstances, the truth-value of the indexical utterance differs.
So evaluating the truth-value of a sentence across circumstances is a radically different procedure from uttering the same type of indexical expression in two different contexts. The former procedure presupposes sameness of content across circumstances, while the latter may result in different contents for each context. This is so because the character of indexical representations is context-sensitive, but not circumstance-sensitive (Kaplan 1989, p. 506) .
Applying this elaborate semantical structure to self-representation, I think that the following is an adequate formulation of the character or role of selfrepresentation that determines the representational content or, broadly speaking, the meaning of self-representational mental states:
(I) A self-representation M* represents the phenomenal qualities of a mental state M e , which is co-tokened with M* in a context of a complex mental state.
This character gives self-representation just the right kind of sensitivity to context required to avoid problems of self-misrepresentation. It excludes possibilities of empty self-representation, for the self-representational state's character is a function that determines a representational content only in the context of a complex state. And, if we employ the ontology articulated in Kriegel's SOMT 10 , such states are necessarily composed of more than one component mental state. So, in cases where the self-representational state is tokened outside the context of a complex mental state (if such are possible), it will have no representational content to contribute to the subject's phenomenal experience. But, in cases where the selfrepresentational state is tokened in the context of a complex mental state, it will represent the mental state or set of mental states tokened along with it.
This formulation of character of self-representation also shows how neo-Fregean self-representation excludes possibilities of partial self-misrepresentation without recourse to the necessary veridicality of the self-representation encountered in the Russellian model. The representational content of the self-representational state necessarily represent only that mental state or set of mental states that occur along with it in the context of a complex mental state. But the contexts in which selfrepresentations have determinate representational content-i.e., complex mental states-are themselves only contingent existences. So self-representations are always true in a certain kind of context, instances of which just so happen to exist in this world, but which do not exist in every possible world.
Another way of expressing this idea is to say that self-representations, along with certain indexical utterances, are true a priori but not true necessarily. In the KaplanPerry semantical apparatus of indexical representations, necessary truth is distinct from a priori truth. This is so because this kind of indexical representation is true in every (relevant) context (i.e., every context in which they also have representational content), but is not true in every possible circumstance, to wit, under every possible interpretation of the representation's extension (Kaplan 1989, pp. 538-539) . The sentence Kaplan likes to use to illustrate this point, ''I am here now,'' is true in every context of utterance in this world, for its truth depends on the fact that the agent of the utterance utters that sentence at a certain time and place. This utterance's truth is determined a priori by the logical structure of its character in concert with the context of a world with the right sort of temporal structure, the right sort of natural laws, and the right sort of agents of utterance; namely, agents in worlds that, when engaged in making utterances such as ''I am here now,'' are identical to the person uttering the sentence. Bringing these background conditions for the a priori truth of this sentence to light helps us to see how it is not necessarily true. For since there are worlds with radically different spatio-temporal structures or in which the physical laws governing human agents are sufficiently different, there are circumstances in which this indexical utterance occurs, but where its content is false, e.g., worlds in which agent of utterance and the person who utters the sentence are not identical.
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In such worlds, the representational content is identical to that which is true a priori in the actual world, but the temporal or spatial structure of the world in question does not provide for the truth of this utterance in every case.
Kaplan suggests that the mistake of thinking that a priori true indexical utterances are also necessarily true rests on the assimilation of the semantic role of context to that of circumstance (Kaplan 1989, p. 509 ). As explained above, the context of an utterance determines the utterance's content in accordance with its character. Circumstances, on the other hand, do not determine content. Rather, the content of an indexical representation is, as Kaplan says, ''simply independent of the circumstance and is no more a function (constant or otherwise) of circumstance, than my action is a function of your desires when I decide to do it whether you like it or not'' (Kaplan 1989, p. 497) .
Thus, self-representation is infallible only in a context; specifically, only in the context of a complex mental state where it serves to found the existence of the complex along with the mental state or set of mental states it represents. So the content of self-representation is not necessarily true. For the a priori veridicality of self-representational content depends on the contingent existence of complex mental states. The existence of such mental states is a background condition for the truth of self-representations and it is a background condition that is not satisfied in every possible world or circumstance in which we can evaluate the truth or falsity of a given self-representation.
Complex mental states, neo-Fregean self-representation, and naturalism
The self-representational model of phenomenal consciousness that I have presented above can be summarized as follows:
A mental state M is phenomenally conscious iff (i) M is a complex whole composed of and one-sidedly dependent on two or more (nonconscious) mental states, M*, M e …and M8, (ii) M exists in the actual world or some other appropriately similar world, (iii) M* is a neo Fregean indexical representation of another component mental state or set of component mental states of M, and (iv) M*'s representational content is determined in accordance with the indexical character or role articulated in (I).
Is there anything in this theory that would give us cause to question its naturalistic credentials? It seems that the attribution of the ontological structure of a complex whole should not be a source of trouble in this regard. For there are a variety of natural phenomena that exhibit this structure. Biological entities across the board-molecules, organic collections of molecules, organs, and (as Aristotle realized) even living organisms-have the mereological structure of a whole that is dependent on the existence of its parts and the existence of certain relations amongst its parts. Moreover this sort of structure also seems to be present in numerous non-biological physical phenomena like electrical circuits, storm systems, gravitational fields, and solar systems, just to name a few.
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There is also now a growing body of literature on the dynamical systems approach in cognitive neuroscience that supports the idea that the brain contains a variety of phenomena that have the structure of complex wholes (Yoshimi 2004) . And some naturalistic self-representational theorists have argued that some of these complex mind/brain structures, such as the synchronous firing of neurons that many cognitive neuroscientists think holds the answer to the so-called ''binding problem'', play a central role in grounding the existence of phenomenally conscious experience.
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It also seems unlikely that any trouble should arise from the indexicality of selfrepresentation or from the two-part semantical structure of indexical selfrepresentation. Even though the metaphysics of mental representation is not Kaplan's project, he suggests, plausibly enough, that the character of indexical utterances is shaped by linguistic convention (Kaplan 1989, p. 505) . Now, social convention is usually considered to be an unproblematic source of norms for the naturalistic philosopher, but it is not available at the level of self-representation for the simple fact that self-representation is a non-linguistic and, in many cases, 'precognitive' phenomenon.
32 But I see no reason not to suppose that the character or role of self-representation is shaped by the same natural forces that shape the functions other neurological and biological processes.
The most likely source of trouble for the naturalistic credentials of the view I am defending here is the idea that self-representation is neo-Fregean. But, as I indicated above, neo-Fregeanism is not logically inconsistent with a naturalistic view of mental representation. All that is required to make a neo-Fregean view of content compatible with naturalism is to not limit the naturalizing strategy to one of reduction to causal relations. Now, this is, of course, no mean task, but it is not-at least, according to what we know now-a logically impossible task. There are a variety of natural phenomena to serve as a basis for intentionality that are not just simple causal relations, and a few different naturalistic neo-Fregean views of content have been developed on these grounds. 33 So, it seems, the only real source of trouble here is the lack of a successful story about how neo-Fregean 30 Psychology, linguistics, and phenomenology are other fields where complex wholes have been found to be quite common objects of investigation. In the field of linguistics it held a central place in the development of Jakobson's phonology (Smith and Mulligan 1982, pp. 61-65) . A very well known and often discussed example in the psychological literature is the duck-rabbit gestalt. Also see the interesting history of the debate amongst Gestalt psychologists about the nature of complex (what they called ''nonsummative'') wholes in Smith and Mulligan (1982, pp. 65-81) . 31 See Kriegel (2003b Kriegel ( , pp. 489-493, 2005 and Van Gulick (2001 . 32 I here leave open whether prereflective self-awareness also serves as a source of epistemically privileged access to our mental lives. I suspect that it does in a certain limited domain, but that its primary function is to serve as a ground for introspective judgment and intuition, a self-representational state that, when phenomenally conscious, presupposes the structure of prereflective self-awareness. Providing sufficient arguments for this point would require more space than I have available here. So I leave it for another occasion. 33 Again see the broadly naturalistic theories of mental representation put forward in Searle (1983 , Chap. 10, 1994 and Smith (1995) .
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representational contents-including their peculiar normative properties-are produced and determined by natural mechanisms. However, despite the continuing failure of naturalizing philosophers in this regard, it seems to me that there is still room to rationally hope for the emergence of a philosophical Prometheus who finally sheds light on the naturalistic ground of intentionality. But, more to the point here, insofar as this lack is a problem for a naturalistic neo-Fregean theory of representation, it is a problem for every other naturalistic theory of representation.
Conclusion
Over the past few decades there has been a proliferation of naturalistic representational theories of phenomenal consciousness of both the higher-order and self-representational varieties. The problems of higher-order misrepresentation and self-misrepresentation presented above can be seen as countervailing forces stemming the growing tide of naturalistic theories that may be deemed acceptable. If the arguments in the previous sections are sound, then it seems that there is really only one theory of phenomenal consciousness that has the resources to avoid these problems: the complex state Neo-Fregean view. I have argued that there is no reason to believe that this theory of phenomenal consciousness is inconsistent with a naturalistic view of the mental representation. And so, it seems that the neo-Fregean complex state theory also provides us a way to adhere to a broadly naturalistic metaphysics of consciousness. As such, it seems to me that there is no question about the truth of the claim that the complex state neo-Fregean theory of consciousness has the explanatory edge over both its higher-order and selfrepresentational competition. As I have shown, the problems with other self-representational views stem from two sources: either they acknowledge that self-misrepresentation is a real possibility and so suffer the problems of self-misrepresentation or they provide an inadequate explanation of how misrepresentation is excluded. The complex state neo-Fregean view, on the other hand, is designed to avoid these problems by providing an explanation of exactly how self-misrepresentation is infallible and how such infallibility is only a metaphysically contingent property of conscious mental states. Nothing in this project of constructing philosophical models that can overcome problems that threaten its predecessors, while maintaining the same basic principles of its predecessors, seems ad hoc or otherwise methodologically questionable to me. And so I take myself to have adjoined yet another important and perhaps conclusive link to the chain of insights stemming from the problems of high-order and selfmisrepresentation: that the only acceptable self-representational model of phenomenally conscious mental states is that provided by the complex state neo-Fregean theory I articulate and defend in this essay.
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